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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement filed 4 April 2007 fails to comply with 37 CFR 
1 .98(a)(3) because it does not include a concise explanation of the relevance, as it is presently 
understood by the individual designated in 37 CFR 1.56(c) most knowledgeable about the 
content of the information, of each patent listed that is not in the English language. The 
European Search Report provided by the applicant does not satisfy the requirement for a 
concise statement of relevance because the search report is in German and no English 
translation has been provided. It has been placed in the application file, but the information 
referred to therein has not been considered. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 4 April 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding applicant's amendments, the examiner notes that the applicant has amended 
the claims to use "at least one of instead of "and/or" in listing the functionality of the program- 
controlled unit and power chip in the independent claims. The examiner submits that a 
reference may be considered to anticipate the claim even if the reference only teaches one of 
the listed functions in the claim. For example, independent claim 1 recites a program-controlled 
unit that may perform at least one of a number of listed functions. In order to anticipate the 
claim, a reference need only teach one of the listed functions, since the claim language does 
not require the program-controlled unit to be able to perform all of the listed functions. The 
examiner notes that in rejecting claims 1 and 15 in the previous office action, the applicant 
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made no objection to the fact that the cited reference [Clemente] did not teach all of the listed 
functions in the claims. 

In light of this, it is the view of the examiner that applicant's amendments do not further 
define over the prior art, since the additional limitations introduced by the applicant do not 
remedy the fact that a reference need only teach at least one of the listed functions in the claim. 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent 
possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long/, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned with 
this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the scope 
of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 17 and 18 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 2-4, 6 and 23 of copending Application 
No. 10/727,102. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because claims 2-4, 6 and 23 of Application No. 10/727,102 together 
substantially recite the same subject matter of claims 17 and 18. 

Regarding claims 17 and 18, Application No. 10/727,102 recites: 
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a microsecond bus controller configured to drive loads connected to a plurality of power 
chips [claim 23, first semiconductor chip, also claim 2, program controlled unit]; 

a single transmission clock signal line configured to transmit a transmission clock signal 
[claim 4]; 

a single control line which serially transmits, in time-division multiplex at the rate of the 
transmission clock signal, load control data and control data to the power chips [claim 4, second 
data line, claim 23, time division multiplexing]; and 

a chip select line for each one of the plurality of power chips, wherein each of the chip 
select lines is configured to select the respective power chip to which the single control line 
transmits the load control data and control data [claim 4, chip select line], 

wherein load control data output within a single time window can be intended for more 
than one of the power chips [claim 6, time windows, claim 23, first and second portion of data]. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 7, 8, 11, 12, and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Clemente, U.S. Patent No. 4,786,826. 
Regarding claim 1 , Clemente teaches: 
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An arrangement including a program-controlled unit [Fig. 1, low voltage control IC] and a 
power chip connected to it [high voltage PIC], wherein 

the power chip being additionally connected to electric loads [col. 1, lines 15-17] and 
driving these electric loads in accordance with timing input to it by means of load control data 
[col. 3, lines 28-32, variation of duty cycle of power switching device, col. 3, lines 62-63], 

the program-controlled unit transmitting to the power chip the above mentioned load 
control data and control data controlling the power chip [see rejection of previous limitation], and 

the power chip transmitting to the program-controlled unit diagnostic data by means of 
which states prevailing in the power chip or events occurring are represented [status lines and 
temperature, col. 3, lines 50-63], and 

wherein the program-controlled unit, by transmitting corresponding control data to the 
power chip [control lines 22 controlling power switching device 28, col. 3, lines 28-32], can input 
the behavior of the output drivers of the power chip [power switching device and output 
terminals 14 and 15, col. 3, lines 10-16]. 

Claims 7, 8, 11, 12, and 14-16 are rejected on similar grounds. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 3, 5, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

applicant's admission of prior art [AAPA] over Chengson et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,81 1 ,997. 



Application/Control Number: 10/727,101 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2115 

Regarding claims 2 and 3, AAPA teaches the arrangement of claim 1 , specifically a 
program-controlled unit and a power chip connected to it, wherein 

the power chip being additionally connected to electric loads and driving these electric 
loads in accordance with timing input to it by means of load control data [applicant's 
specification, "Background of the Invention", paragraphs 2], 

the program-controlled unit transmitting to the power chip the above mentioned load 
control data and control data controlling the power chip [paragraph 2], and 

the power chip transmitting to the program-controlled unit diagnostic data by means of 
which states prevailing in the power chip or events occurring are represented [paragraph 2], and 

wherein the program-controlled unit, by transmitting corresponding control data to the 
power chip, can input the behavior of the output drivers of the power chip [paragraphs 4, 5]. 

AAPA does not explicitly teach whether the diagnostic data output drivers operate in 
accordance with push/pull or open drain based on transmission of corresponding control data to 
the power chip. 

Chengson teaches a system for selectively, enabling either a push/pull mode or open 
drain mode in an output driver of an integrated circuit [col. 2, lines 58-64] based on the 
transmission of control data [mode bits, col. 3, lines 2-4]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
AAPA with Chengson by modifying AAPA to selectively enable a push/pull mode or open drain 
mode for the diagnostic data output drivers based on control data, as taught by Chengson. 
Chengson teaches that prior art solutions did not adequately address the need for output drivers 
to be used in a variety of situations. The teachings of Chengson would improve the system of 
AAPA by providing an output driver circuit that is configurable for a variety of applications [col. 2, 
lines 37-47]. 
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Regarding claim 5, AAPA teaches the controlling of the behavior of the load control data 
output drivers of the power chip by transmitting control data to the power chip from the program- 
controlled unit [specification, paragraphs 4, 5]. 

Regarding claim 6, AAPA teaches controlling the timing of processes running in 
the load control data output drivers by transmitting control data to the power chip from the 
program-controlled unit [specification, paragraph 10]. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA/Chengson 
as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Risinger, U.S. Patent No. 5,537,070. 

Regarding claim 4, AAPA/Chengson teaches the arrangement of claim 2, but does not 
teach controlling how steep the edges of the signals output by the diagnostic data output drivers 
should be based on control data transmitted to the power chip from the program-controlled unit. 

Risinger teaches an output driver circuit with slew rate control. The output driver circuit 
is configured to control the steepness of the edges of the signals output by the driver [Fig. 4, col. 
5, line 52 to col. 6, line 5]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Risinger with 
AAPA/Chengson by further modifying the transmitted control data [mode bits] to specify slew 
rate control of the output driver, using the circuitry taught by Risinger. Chengson teaches an 
output driver circuit capable of selectively enabling either a push/pull mode or open drain mode, 
while Risinger teaches that the output driver is an open drain transistor [abstract]. The 
teachings of Risinger would improve the open drain output driver of AAPA/Chengson by 
reducing the propagation delay through the driver [col. 2, lines 56-61], as well as noise and 
switching transients [col. 6, lines 2-5]. 
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Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA 
in view of Boggs et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,317,458 B1 1 . 

Regarding claim 9, AAPA teaches the arrangement of claim 1 , but does not teach the 
transmitting of control data to the power chip to specify what states or events have to be 
considered as abnormal states or events. 

Boggs teaches a system for an output driver that is capable of detecting for various 
electrical faults in the load being driven [col. 1, lines 43-55, col. 4, lines45-50]. In particular, 
Boggs teaches that a current range for a short circuit trip point is a function of a selected 
programmable current range [col. 4, lines 56-61]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Boggs with 
AAPA by modifying the program-controlled unit of AAPA to specify control data to program a 
current range for detecting a short circuit, as taught by Boggs. Boggs and AAPA are both 
directed towards output drivers that are capable of detecting operating conditions in a load 
driven by the an output driver. AAPA teaches that overcurrent and excessive temperatures are 
two conditions that may be monitored for. The teachings of Boggs would improve AAPA by 
allowing AAPA to also determine short circuit or open circuit conditions [col. 4, lines 45-47]. 

Regarding claim 10, Boggs teaches that the abnormal conditions take into consideration 
the behavior of the loads. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA in view of 
Guerra, European Patent Application Publication No. 418,665 A1 2 . 

Regarding claim 13, AAPA teaches the arrangement of claim 1, but does not teach 
outputting diagnostic data following a request by the program-controlled unit. 

1 Applicant-cited reference 
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Guerra teaches a computer that controls a power supply circuit, and is capable of 
determining faults in the load being driven by the circuit. Guerra further teaches that the 
computer is capable of interrogating the circuit in order to determine the fault [pp. 4, lines 35- 
42]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings o AAPA 
with Guerra by modifying the program-controlled unit of AAPA [computer in Guerra] to 
interrogate the power chip [power supply circuit in Guerra] for fault conditions, as taught by 
Guerra. Both AAPA and Guerra teach processor controlled power supply system capable of 
detecting faults in a load driven by the power supply system. AAPA teaches that overcurrent 
and excessive temperatures are two conditions that may be monitored for. The teachings of 
Guerra would improve AAPA by allowing AAPA to also determine short circuit or open circuit 
conditions [pp. 4, lines 51-55]. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 



2 Applicant-cited reference 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Ji H. Bae whose telephone number is 571-272-7181. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 10 am to 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Lee can be reached on 571-272-3667. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

' Ji H. Bae ' 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 21 15 
ii. bae@uspto.gov 
571-272-7181 
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